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ABSTRACT ' . 

^ ' A 197^4 survey was undertaken to deteriAne the extent 

to which the Curriculum Research .and Development Center in Mental ' 
Retardation was responsive to the needs of the Social Learning 
Curriculum field test advisors (FTA^s) . Thirty-eight FTft's , responded. 
Atto'ng the results was a significant positive change in FTA's 
perceptions of Center functioning. ^Copies of the survey 
questionnaires are appended) . (DLS) 
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f^IELD TEST ABVlSOR PERCEPTIONS OF CENTER OPERATIONS* 
' ■ r-r— 1 ; ; 

INTRODUCTION . , - • 

The Curriculum Research and Development Center in Mental Retardation, 
through the combtned effort of curriculum development, field testing, evalua- 
tion and research is developing an ediJcatio^nal program in social .learning for 
mentally* retarded individuals. The essentials of this process may be viewed 
as (1) research and development; (2) evaluation through-field testing; and 
(3) revision of content* Once revised, the Social Learning Curriculum is 

marketed for general distribution through a commercial publisher. . - 

The Curriculum Center began its operation in 1966. Jn the fall of .15158 
field testing of the first Social Learning Curriculum materials was;initiated. 
During that first year, more than four hundred special education teachers' 
parti ci'pate'd in evaluating the curriculum materials. Teachers responded to 
broad^ questions regarding the content, organization, relevance, and format 
of the curriculum materials that they received. Approximately three-quarters 
of the participating teachers used the materials independent of any 'local 
support from ^administrators or supervisors. In addition, there was rarely 
colleagial support available in th& fprm of two or more teaches field testing 
together. Further, there was no individual at the Curriculum Center responsibl 
for full-time coordination of 'field test activities, ' 

Analysis of the first year's field test efforts revealed several problems. 
These problems, once identified, had a direct })earing^on the organization and 
management of subsequent field testing. They were extreme variability in tRe 

ft 0 

quality of teachers' fifeld terst performance; in local Idadershfp'interest and 

*The author acknowledges with gratitude the invaluable'assistance provided by 
Ms. Peggy MacClymont during the preparatfon of this article. 



commftment; 1rf tescher commitment and self-motivation; and in the lack of ^ 
"Center-based coordination of field test efforts. The prolyl ems were, of course, 
closely related. • # \ • - / * 

•At the conclgsion pf the first. year of field testing, it^^ecame clear that 
local special education leadership personnel v/ere a necessary part of the fie^d 
test pj^ocess, and specifically those individuals who J.inked special ed.ucation 
administrators with special education. teachers : the special education supervisor. 

In 1969, as a field test model ^ began to emerge, the special education 
supervrgor^s role was seen as pivotal. This individual attempts to implement 
the educational philosophy of the administration through improving teacher 
performance in the classroom, thus effecting student growth. The supervisor 
is the professional with responsibility for providing both direct classroom 
support to th? teacher and in-servite training as well. With this in mind, the 
field test network communication system (Figure 1) was organized. , 

. Figure 1 

Field Test Network Communication Channels 
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For an extensive discussion of the field test model, from its inception to the 
present, see "A Field Test Perspective," by Marj'orie T. Goldstein, Yeshiva Uni- 
versity; Curriculum Research and Development Center, in preparation. • 



-2-' 



f 



. I 

The fl^ld test advisor (FTA) is the local supervisor who links the acti- 
vities x^f i}is cluster of teachers to the total\f1eld test operation. His role 
is designed to^overlap as much as possible with -rOles already assumed by a 
' special education supervisor. " The FTA serves as the primary communications 
linlc for reporting ongoing activities of his cluster to the Center. His major 
responsibility, however, is to provide substantive assistance to teachers in 
his cluster to improve their classroom application and evaluation of Social 
Lear^ting Curriculum materials. While the focus of field testing .is J:eacher 
inpiit through evaluation, que^lity is often determined by the accuracy with 
which the field test advisor comprehends* anji communicates the .intent , of the^ 
SociaMearning Curriculum to his teachers. ' ^ * ^' ^ 

Other activities assumed b^ the field tesfadvisor include distributrng 
and collecting materials provided by the Center; recruiting teachers and re- 
placing .those who withdraw from the field test program; and maintaining, re- 
cords that serve as the basis for reporting local staff changes toUhe Curri- 
culum Ce»ter. 

In suimiary, the field test advisor is/essential for effective field 
' operations: he has responsibilities to m/intain local activity at a high level 
of quality'and efficiency and to link lo/al efforts to those of»the larger net- 
work. 

" f^URPOSE ■ ' . ^ 

As an outgrowth of* the Center's commitment to assist fi^ld test advisors 
to facilitate field test/ efforts at the local level, a surve^ was conducted in 
March 1974 to determine thfe extent to which the Curriculum Center was respon- 
sive-to the needs of the fiel<i test advisor'. A further purpose of the survey 
was*tq elicit FTA needs so that priorities for the Center's field operations 
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unit might^be c/etermined in accord with these, neads to assure productive and 
durable Center-field relationships. 

METHOD 
^ 

2 

A questionnaire was developed, based on material adapted from Likert, A 
copy of the adapte'd questionnaire is attached (see Appendix 1). 

The questionnaire coifisisted of ten questions, four of which contained one 
or more sub-parts: a to-tal of fifteen separate questionst> Three questions re- 
lated to persona] relationships between the Center staff and the field test 
advisor, seven to administrative issues, and five to substantive professional 
interactions. The questions were assigned to categories by three independent 
judges. 

. Respondents were asked (1) to i^ecal^ how they perceived their relation- 
ship with the; Center at the time that field testing was initiated with their 
cluster and (2) to assess their current relationship with the Center. For 
ich question, they were asked to rank the degree of Center responsiveness., 
usdng a scale from "1" (unresponsive) to "5" (very responsive). From this in- 
fonrfebtion, the Center could determine the degree and direction of cl^ange in 

each of the three categories listed above,* as perceived by the respondents. 
t 

The survey was mailed to* the fifty-two field test advisors who were then * 
participating in the program. Returns were received from thirty-eight'^FTA's, 
73% of the group. . , 

Description of Respondents 

Since response vto the questionnaire was anonymous*, it is impossible to 
provide characteristics of the specific respondent group. However, the Center 



Likert, Rensis, The Human Organization . New York: McGraw-ttill. Book Co., 1967, 
48-49. 



doeycollect information on each field test a,dvisor using a Field Test Ad- • 
vi^or Data Form (see Appendix 2). Table 1 provides descriptive information 
about the sex, age, education, and professional responsibilities of the total 
field test advisor sample, based on fifty-one responses to the Field T^t 
Advisor Data Form. 



/ 1 



Table 1 



Sex, Age, Education and Professional 
Responsibilities of Field Test Advisors 
Participating in 1973-1974 Field Test 



SEX 


AGE 




Number 


Percent >^ 


21-35 


36-50 


51& over 


MALE 


19 


, 37% - 


37% 


37% 


26% 


^FEMAJ^E . 


32 


63% 


28% 


41% . ' 


31% 


TOTAL 


51 


100% 


32.5% 


39% 


28.5% 



/ 



EDUCATION' LEVEL 



PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITI-ES 
(where all categories that applied 
were checked) ' 



Number Percent 



Bachelor's -3 
Master's/ 

Post-Master's 44 

Ed. Specialist^ 3 

Ph.D. or Ed.D. , 1 



- 6% 

86% 

6% 

' ,2% 



CATEGORY 



Administration 

Supervision .79% 

; Coordination 68% 

Dissemination 53% 

Instruction 16% 



MALE FEMAjE 



75%' 
75% 
56% 
25% 
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RESULTS . , 

Of the thirty-eight responses to the questionnaire, eighteen pro 
information that could be converted to pre-- and poSt:;scores. Eighteen 
tlonal respondents provided their current perceptions of Center functior 
thus yielding a, post-score only. Two field test advisors responded disc 
sively; their answers could not be converted to scale units and, therefore, 
were not Included in any^nalyses of the data. 

The responses of the eighteen field test advisors who provided pre- 
and post-ratings were analyzed using a ;t-test of repeated measures. This 

statistic was used to determine both the significance of change in field 

# 

test advisors* perceptions of Center responsiveness for each question over 
time and the significance of change^ in individual field test advisor's per- 
ceptions from the point at which field^ testing was initiated to the point at 
which the survey was tompleted. Further, mean scale scores for each question 
and for each field test advisor were computed for the pre- and post-ratings 
to determine the extent and direction of change. * 
Question-by-Question Analysis 

The survey questiqns were organized into^thr^e categories: personal 
relationships, administrative issues and substantive professional interactions. 
In Appendi;( 3 the questions are arranged by category. In the discussion that 
follows, responses to the questions are discussed by the category to which 
they were a.ssigned rather than according to their numerical sequence on the 
original survey. The difference between the two scores for the same question 
is referred to as positive or negative change. v 



Figure Z 

Questionnaires Yielding Both Pre- and Post-Responses 
Averaged and "Arrartged by Category 
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QUESTIONS BY CATEGORY 

All interpretations of Figure 2 must be qualified since post-scores 
specific to each question differ and, therefore, must be considered inde- 
pendently in relation to their own pre-scoj;^e data. 

The results of the Jt-test show positive change for all of the questions: 
twelve wene significant at the .01 lev^l, two at the .05 level, and one was ' 
not significant. The latter (question 7) was in the substantive interactions 
category. Scale unit change from pre-score to post-score ranged from 0.5 
(question 7) to 1.2 (questions 3 and 4) with the greatest change seerv in 
questions categorized as personal relationships and administrative issues. 



In Figure 2 it may be observed that systematic change occurred in all of 
the categories. - [ ' • ' • 

Positive change i^ the personal relationships categiory was from 0,7^- . 
to 1.1. This category had the highest mean change. The administrative 
issues category showed positive change from 0,6 (question 6) to 1,2 
(questions 3 and 4), the greatest variability in change of the three 
categories. Ques*tions related to substantive professional interactions 
showed positive change ranging from 0.5 (question 7) to 1.0 (question 10). 
Least change from pre- to post-ratings was found in the items .dealing with 
sabstantive professional interactions. 

^Figure 3 

Comparison of Post-Score Responses of FTA's 
Providing Both Pre- and Post-Ratings with 
FTA's Providing Post-Ratings Only 
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The responses of the eighteen field tes-t advisors who provided post data 



only could not be analyzed using a t_-test. For this group, the average score 
,for each question was computed. In Figure 3 these data have been compared^^ 
with the post^scores obtained from the first group of eighteen field test ^ 
advisors/ The differences between the two groups are not significant which 
suggests that at the tirrie that the suryey was conducted both groups of fielcj 
test advisors viewed the Cerrter similarly. 
FTA by FTA Analysis^ / 

In order to get a sense of"the change of each field test advisor's 
perceptions of the Center, the total pre- and post-ratings of each field test 
advisor were averaged, ^ese^data are shown in Figure 4. 

Figure 4 



Mean Pre-Score and Mean Post-Score 
for Eighteen Field, Test Advisors 
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Figure/4 shows grelit variability of risp^e from field test advisor 
to field test advisor. The amount" of change from pre- to pasVratings ^ 
ranges from -0.3 -(FTA #18) to +3.1 (FT/\ fl) scale jJ(H[^')^ange of - 
pre-scores, 1.9 to .4.7 is greater than the range oypo^t-scores, 3.5 to . 
5.0. 

Using the jt-test to compare*the significance of^change from pre- to 
post-ratings for the eighteen field test advisors, eleven show,ed»'a: positive 
change in perception that wass significant beyond the .01 level. Of the 
remaining seyen sets of ratings, five^^flected either'-no change or a cha^e 
•toward positive perception that was not significant. ^ It should.be considered, 
however, that in four of the five instances both the pre- and post-ratings 
were above 4.0 leaving little room for change. ' ^two remaining field 
test advisQr's perceptiojis changetTnegatively although (the chaiige was not 
significant. ' \ ' ^ 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS ' 

The results of both the question-by-question and the*FTA-by-FTA analyses 
shov/ a significant positive change in^FTA's perceptions of Center functioning. 
This suggests that field test advisors fee^ that the Center has grown,* over 
time, in its'ability to respond effectively to their needs. Those field test 
advisors whg provided post ratinss only confirm the view that thg Curriculum 
"center is presently responding at a generally high level in relation to their 
perceptions of their own needs. 

The qqestion for which tha.mean change score was not significiint was 

' . * ^ <. 

in the sul?stantive professional interactions area. Responses to question 7, 
^'How much^is the Center interesteid in training you and helping you learn 



r ways of 'doing your work?" were not surprising in View of the nature of 
alized training that has been provided in the past. It is w6rth noting, 
however, that the ratings for this question .were well above average. As an 
outgrowth to this' survey, And specffically to this question, a reexamination 
of fiBld test^ priorities^ was undertaken. As a result, increased emphasis 
will be placed on expanding both field test advisors' knowledge about the- 
curriculum program and skills to assist them^g^traip their teachers in the 
use of the Social Learning 'Curriculum through implementation of regional 
leadership training conferences. These conferences are scheduled to >be 
initiated during the 1975-1976 school year. 

Finally, since responsevto the survey was anonymous, it is impossibvle- 
to probe the negative respons&s of some of the field test advisors more 
deeply. Negative perceptions of field test advisors serve, however , as 
a continuous reminder of the need for improvement. This type of survey i^ 
useful in maintaining sensitivity to changing field needs. 



-11- ^ 

14 



* ' REFERENCES 



6oldstem, Marjorie, A Field Test -Perspective . Occasional paper. Curriculum 
Research and Development Center in Mental fifetardation, 1975. 

Likert, Rensis, The Human' Organization . New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co. ^967. 



t 



s 



•12- 



ERIC 



'1 ^• 



/ 



*4 



APPENDIX 1 



CURRICULUM RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER 
>IN MENTAL RETARDATION 

Field Test Network:- FTA Perceptions 

Mark w^th an X where you view the Center operating now in relation to 
your work as an^FTA. Mark with an £ where you viewed the Center oper- 
ating at the time that field testing was initi.ated at your field site. 
The dimensions used are ffom unresponsive (1) to very responsive (5). 



QUESTION 


1 1 • 2 


3 ^ 


\ 5 1 


1. 


How much confidence and trust do you feel the Center has 
An you as a Field Jest Advisor? 


n n 
LJ.LJ 


[] [; 






HOW Miucri conTiuence aojrou nave in tne uenuerr 


^[] [] 






2; 


To what extent 1s the Center interested in helping you 
dcm^ve ano niainwirKgouw worKing reiauionsmps wiun 
your teachers? - ; 


[J [] 


t] l: 


« 




10 what extent does .the Center try -to understand your 
DroDienis and acconuiouaue zo inenix 


[] [] 


[] t: 




4. 


To what extent is the Center interested in helping you 
In any dlTTicuities you- nave wiun eiuner teacners or- 
administrators? 


[] [] 


[] l: 


1 [] 


5. 

/ 


How much Help ao you get Trom une uenuer in aoing your 
work as an FTA? ' . 


[] [] 


[] c: 


] .[] 




HOW much iS une uenuer inueresuea in uraining you ana 
helping you learn better ways of doTng your work? 


[] [] 


' [] l: 


1 [] 




To what extent does the Center see that you get the 
supplies, equipmentj^^etc. , you need-,to do your job 
well? 


, [] [] 


[]•■[: 


] -[] : 


6. 


'yTo what extent does the Center try to keep you Informed 
Labout matters related to your role ds.FTA? 


n n 








iHow'Tully does the Center share information with 
you about new devoJopmelits, programs, etc., that are 
part of its work? 


[] [] 






8. 


Does the Center ask* your opinion when a^ problem comes 
up which involves your work? 


[] [] 








Does the Center value your ideas, seek them and attempt 
to use them? 


[] [] 






d. 


Are^ representatives** of the Center friendly and easily 
approached?./ 4 


[] [] 






10. To what extent does the Center give credit and 
, recognition for contributions and accomplishments 
'to you as FTA? 


[]'[] 








To what extent is recognition given your teachers? B 


[] [] 







♦Adapted from Rensis Likert's The Human Organization . 1967, pp. 48-49 
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the Curriculum Center 



NAME: 



DATE: 



FIELD TEST ADVISOR DATA FORM 



CLUSTER -r.D. NUMBER: J [ 



LOCATION: 



state 



APPE-NDIX 2 



t 



Directions: Circle the ntimber(s) that reflect your response(s) within each category.' 
^ " more than one response is appropriate, circle all' that apply. ■ 

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

32. Teacher - EMR 

33. Teacher - TMR ' 

34. Taacher - other special ed. area 

35. teacher - general education 

36. Resource Teacher 

37. ~ Master Teacher 

38. Special Education Supervisor 

39. Elementary Education Supervisor 
40 School Psychologist 

41. Guidance Counselor 

42. Curriculum Coordinator 

43. Principal 

44. Director of Special Education 

45. General Education Administrator * 

46. Superintendent of Schools 

a. Public 

b. Institution 
- c. Private 

47. State Consultant 

48. College/University Professor 

49. Sheltered Woci(sh6p experience 

50. State InstjTCftion experience 

51. 'Private Institution experience 

52. Private School experience 

53. Other: - • ' ' 



1 



PROFESSIONAL TITIE 

1^' Director of Special Educati-on 

2*. Coordinator of Special Education 

3. Coordinator .of EMR or TMR f rogram 

4. Consultant in Special Education 
• 5. Curriculum^Coordinator 

6. ^ Supervisor" 

7. ' PrincipJhL 

8. Resource Teacher 

9. Other: 

y E 

PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

10. ' AciminTstration 

11. Supervision 

12. Program Coordination ' , 

13. In-Service Training 

14. ^ Curriculum Consultation 

HIGHEST LEVEL OF TRAINING . ^ 



15. Bachelor's Degree, 

16. Master's Degree 

17. ^ Post Master's study 

18. ^ Ed. Specialist's Degree 

19. Doctoral Degree ^ ■ 

20. Post DoctoVal study 



YEAR HIGHEST DEGREE EARNED 




21. Prior to 1946 
22/ 1946 r 1955 

23. 1956 - 1965 

24. 1966 - 1970 

25. After 1970 ' 


< 


AGE ' ' 




26. 21 - 30 ' ^ 

27. 31-40 . ' - 

28. 41-50 

.29. 51 ,and above 




SEX 




30,, M&le • 
31. Female 





PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATION MEMBERSHIPS 



54. Council for Exceptional ChiVdren 

55. American Assn. on. Mental Deficiency 
56. , Ncttional Education Association 

57. CASE 

58. C£C - MR ' ' 

59. A€LD 

60. Other: 



Please respond to each question below in terms, of yoCir present . job settlftg? 
K Briefly describe your role and responsibilities* 



2* What factors make your job situation unique? (msit should th^ Center know 
a2x:>ut your local work, so that extesslve demands are -not made on*^YOU?) 



3. Briefly t)utline your philosophy of supervision- and discuss the extent to 
^ which you have been able to implement It 1n your present position. 



4* Below ar.e two alternative representations of organizational structure, in 
terms .of decision making and communications flow* Space is provided if 
neither of these reflects your organizational pattern, so that you may draw 
your own. Within this framework, on any of the schematics, place yourself 
(X); your immediate supervisor (0);'and the Director of Special Education 
(*). Discuss the schematic as it. reflects your cjecision-making , responsi- 
bility within your organization. 
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APPENDIX 3 



CURRICULUM RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER * ^ ' 
IN MENTAL R^ARDAtION . 

Field Test Network: -FTA Perceptions , ^ * 

Mark with an X_ where you View the Center operating now in relation to ' 
your work as an FTA. Mark with an 0 where yqO viewed the Center operaHisg 
at the time that field testing was Initiated at your field site^. 
jdiiftehjsions used are from unresponsive (1) to very responsive. (5), 



The 



QUESTIONS BY CATEGORY 



4 :5 1 



PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS ' 

1. H(5w much confidence and trust do you feel the Center has 
in you as a Field Test Advisor? 



2. How much confidence do you have in the Center? , 
13. Are representatives of the Center frifndly^and easily 
approaQhed? ^ ' 



ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES ^ \ 

3. To^what extent is ttie Center interested in ^helping you 
achieve and maintain good workln^gn^lationshlps with 
your teachers? \ 



4. To what extent, does the Center tJhy to understand your 
problems and accommodate to them? 

5. 10 what extent is the Center interested in helping you 
in any difficulties you have with either teachers or 
administrators? 



6. riow much help do you get from the Center in doing your 

work as an FTA? . • ' 

8. To what extent does the Center see that you get the 



supplies, (equipment, etc. 
wel 1 ? 



you need to do ^our job 



14. To what extent does the Center give* credit and 
Vecognition foi^* contributions and accomplishments 
to you as FTA? ' 

15> To what extent is recognition given your teachers? 



SUBSTANTIVE PROFESSIONAL INTERACTIONS 

7. ,How much 1s the Center interested in training you v 
and helping. you learn better ways of dofng your ^ 



work? 



To what extent does the Center try to keep you 
informed about ^matters related to your role as 
RA? 



10. How fully does the Center share information with 
]fou about new developments, programs,' etc. , that 
are part of its work? 



11. Does the Center ask your opinion when a problem comes 
up which ^tyvolves your work? . ' 

12. 13oes the C^ter value your Ideas, seek them and 
attempt to use them? 



[} [] 
[] [] 
[] [] 



[] [] 
[] I] 
[] [] 

y [] 
[] [] 

[} [I 
[] □ 

[].[] 
[] [] 

[3 -il 



[] 
[] 
[] 



[] 
[] 
[] 
[] 

[] 

□ 

[] 
[] 

[]* 

[] 
[] 
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